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Abstract: It has been argued that negated predicates behave similarly
irrespective of their original predicate types. Some adverbials sensitive
to the telic/atelic distinction, for instance, become compatible with any
types of predicates when negated. In this article, I show that not all ne-
gated predicates are the same and propose a three-way distinction
among atelic predicates based on their semantic properties such as ho-
mogeneity. I also propose a new semantics of negation, claiming that
negation does not change the original predicate types but introduces an
existential quantification over eventualities of the same type. I show
that this new semantics overcomes inadequacies of two previous theo-
ries.
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1. Introduction
It is well-known that for-adverbials are only compatible with atelic
predicates, predicates that denote eventualities with no definite end-
point, but not with telic predicates. The predicate be-sick is atelic in
that eventualities of being sick do not have an inherent end-point at
which they have to stop. An eventuality of crossing the street on the
other hand comes to an end when the agent of that eventuality is on the
other side of the street.
( 1 ) a. Sue was sick for a week.
b.* Bill crossed the street for ten minutes.
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Negation neutralizes this distinction. That is, negated predicates are
fine with for-adverbials irrespective of their predicate types.
( 2 ) a. Sue was not sick for a week.
b. Bill did not cross the street for ten minutes.
A conflicting fact with respect to while-clauses is observed in Karttunen
(1974). Temporal while requires atelic predicates in its complement
clause.
( 3 ) a. I washed the dishes while he was in the room.
b.* I washed the dishes while he woke up.
Negation in this case does not have neutralizing effects.
( 4 ) a. I washed the dishes while you were not in the kitchen.
b.* I washed the dishes while you didn’t wake up.
In this paper, I will mainly examine similar data in Japanese and re-
consider these conflicting facts about negation and predicate types. In
doing so, I will argue against two previous hypotheses about the seman-
tics of negation, and propose a new semantics. In section 2, I will pre-
sent data showing that predicates of different types behave differently
whether they are negated or not, but the behaviors are not uniform.
Section 3 proposes the formal semantic analysis of negation and a three-
way distinction among what are called atelic predicates. In section 4,
two previous theories of negation are examined. It is shown that both
previous theories face inadequacies, which the current proposal can
overcome. In Section 5, I consider the morphological status of negative
morpheme na in Japanese. Section 6 is a small note on the difference
between English until and its Japanese counterpart. Section 7 con-
cludes this article.
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2. Neutralizing Effects of Negation: Atelicity or Stativity?
Vendlerian classification (Vendler 1967) of predicates assumes the fol-
lowing four types; state, activity, accomplishment, and achievement.
( 5 ) a. John loves Mary. state
b. John pushed the cart. activity
c. John drew a circle. accomplishment
d. John died. achievement
The former two are classified as atelic predicates and the latter two
telic. Intuitively, eventualities described by telic predicates have an in-
herent end-point. For instance, the event of John’s drawing a circle
comes to an end when the circle is completed, and that of John’s dying
comes to an end when he is dead. This is not so with atelic predicates;
John may in principle continue to love Mary or push the cart forever.
Linguistic evidence for this distinction comes from the compatibility
with for-adverbials. Below it is shown in Japanese that telic predicates
cannot be modified by for-phrase, whereas atelic predicates are fine
with
1
them.
( 6 ) a. watasi-wa san-zikan ie-ni i-ta
I-top 3-hour house-at be-past
‘I was home for three hours’
b. watasi-wa san-zikan nemut-ta
I-top 3-hour sleep-past
‘I slept for three hours’
────────────
1 In Japanese, there is no postposition that corresponds to the temporal for
in English, as in I slept for three hours. Rather, numeral expressions such
as san ‘three’ together with classifiers such as zikan ‘hour’, when used
without any postposition, express the durative meaning.
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c.* watasi-wa iti-nenkan ie-o tate-ta
I-top 1-year house-acc build-past
‘(Lit) I build a house for a year’
d.* watasi-wa san-zikan oki-ta
I-top 3-hour wake-past
‘(Lit) I woke up for three hours’
Let us turn to negated predicates. Negated telic predicates, both accom-
plishments and achievements, behave similarly to atelic predicates with
respect to for-adverbials, as shown below:
( 7 ) a. watasi-wa iti-nenkan ie-o tate-nakat-ta
I-top 1-year house-acc build-neg-past
‘I did not build a house for a year’
b. watasi-wa san-zikan oki-nakat-ta
I-top 3-hour wake-neg-past
‘I did not wake up for three hours’
The above facts seem to suggest two things: (i) state and activity predi-
cates behave similarly and (ii) negated predicates behave like state/ac-
tivity predicates.
A conflicting fact is observed in Japanese while-clauses, however.
Japanese has two lexically complex items, uti-ni and aida-ni, whose
meanings roughly correspond to the English while. Both exhibit an in-
teresting behavior with respect to different predicates types. First, they
can only take states in their complement clause in affirmative sen-
tences. That is, they are not only incompatible with telic predicates such
as accomplishments and achievements but also with activity predicates.
( 8 ) a. haha-ga ie-ni i-ru-utini syukudai-o si-ta
mother-nom house-at be-pres-while homework-acc do-past
‘I did my homework while my mother was home’
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b.*? ame-ga hur-u-utini syukudai-o si-ta
rain-nom fall-pres-while homework-acc do-past
‘I did my homework while it rained’
c.*? Taroo-ga sono-mondai-o tok-u-utini watasi-wa dekake-ta
T-nom that-problem-acc solve-pres-while I-top leave-past
‘I left while Taroo solved the problem’
d.* Taroo-ga okir-u-utini watasi-wa dekake-ta
T-nom wake_up-pres-while I-top leave-past
‘I left while Taroo woke up’
( 9 ) a. haha-ga ie-ni i-ru-aidani syukudai-o si-ta
mother-nom house-at be-pres-while homework-acc do-past
‘I did my homework while my mother was home’
b.*? ame-ga hur-u-aidani syukudai-o si-ta
rain-nom fall-pres-while homework-acc do-past
‘I did my homework while it rained’
c.*? Taroo-ga sono-mondai-o tok-u-aidani watasi-wa dekake-ta
T-nom that-problem-acc solve-pres-while I-top leave-past
‘I left while Taroo solved the problem’
d.* Taroo-ga okir-u-aidani watasi-wa dekake-ta
T-nom wake_up-pres-while I-top leave-past
‘I left while Taroo woke up’
Note that all the ungrammatical examples become acceptable when the
so-called progressive morpheme tei(ru) is attached to the relevant predi-
cates:
(10) a. ame-ga hut-tei-ru-utini syukudai-o si-ta
rain-nom fall-TEI-pres-while homework-acc do-past
‘I did my homework while it was raining’
b. Taroo-ga sono-mondai-o toi-tei-ru-utini watasi-wa dekake-ta
T-nom that-problem-acc solve-TEI-pres-while I-top leave-past
‘I left while Taro was solving the problem’
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c. Taroo-ga oki-tei-ru-utini watasi-wa dekake-ta
T-nom wake_up-TEI-pres-while I-top leave-past
‘I left while Taro was awake’
(11) a. ame-ga hut-teir-u-aidani syukudai-o si-ta
rain-nom fall-prog-pres-while homework-acc do-past
‘I did my homework while it was raining’
b. Taroo-ga sono-mondai-o toi-teir-u-aidani watasi-wa dekake-ta
T-nom that-problem-acc solve-TEI-pres-while I-top leave-past
‘I left while Taroo was solving the problem’
c. Taroo-ga oki-teir-u-aidani watasi-wa dekake-ta
T-nom wake_up-TEI-pres-while I-top leave-past
‘I left while Taroo was awake’
When their complement clauses are negated, these two temporal con-
nectives behave very differently. Uti-ni allows all predicate types when
negated.
(12) a. haha-ga ie-ni i-na-i-utini syukudai-o si-ta
mother-nom house-at be-neg-pres-while homework-acc do-past
‘I did my homework while my mother was not home’
b. ame-ga hura-na-i-utini syukudai-o si-ta
rain-nom fall-neg-pres-while homework-acc do-past
‘I did my homework while it did not rain’
c. Taroo-ga sono-mondai-o toka-na-i-utini watasi-wa dekake-ta
T-nom that-problem-acc solve-neg-pres-while I-top leave-past
‘I left while Taroo did not solve the problem’
d. Taroo-ga oki-na-i-utini watasi-wa dekake-ta
T-nom wake_up-neg-pres-while I-top leave-past
‘I left while Taroo did not wake up’
Aida-ni on the other hand does not show the neutralizing effect under
negation. Negated non-state predicates are not quite acceptable (though
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they sound slightly better than their affirmative counterparts).
(13) a. haha-ga ie-ni i-na-i-aidani syukudai-o si-ta
mother-nom house-at be-neg-pres-while homework-acc do-past
‘I did my homework while my mother was not home’
b.?? ame-ga hura-nai-aidani syukudai-o si-ta
rain-nom fall-neg-pres-while homework-acc do-past
‘I did my homework while it did not rain’
c.?? Taroo-ga sono-mondai-o toka-nai-aidani watasi-wa dekake-ta
T-nom that-problem-acc solve-neg-pres-while I-top leave-past
‘I left while Taroo did not solve the problem’
d.?? Taroo-ga oki-na-i-aidani watasi-wa dekake-ta
T-nom wake_up-neg-pres-while I-top leave-past
‘I left while Taroo did not wake up’
Keeping in mind these facts in Japanese, let us now reconsider the Eng-
lish facts. As briefly mentioned in the introduction, English also exhib-
its a telic/atelic distinction with respect to for-adverbials. Atelic predi-
cates are compatible with them while telic predicates are not.
(14) a. John was angry for an hour.
b. John ran for an hour.
c.* John crossed the street for ten minutes.
d.* John woke up for ten minutes.
The neutralizing effect of negation is also found. The latter two exam-
ples become acceptable when negated.
(15) a. Bill didn’t cross the street for ten minutes.
b. John did not wake up for ten minutes.
Karttunen (1974), however, observes the absence of neutralizing effects
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of negation in the following three types of English constructions.
(16) a. The princess slept to 9 o’clock.
b.* The princess woke up to 9 o’clock.
c.* The princess didn’t wake up to 9 o’clock.
(17) a. How long did the princess sleep?
b.* How long did the princess wake up?
c.* How long did the princess not wake up?
(18) a. I washed the dishes while you slept.
b.* I washed the dishes while you woke up
c.* I washed the dishes while you didn’t wake up.
The time adverbials to 9 o’clock and how long, and while-clauses all
seem to introduce a durative meaning in a manner similar to for-
adverbials, and the contrast between the (a) and (b) sentences seem to
show the telic vs. atelic distinction. In this respect, the ungrammatical-
ity of the (c) examples is totally unexpected given the behavior of nega-
tion in the case of for-adverbials.
Mittwoch (1977) argues against the status of (17)c, claiming that
the negation of (17)a is ‘just as deviant as’ (19) (Mittwoch 1977, p.413):
(19)* How long did the princess not sleep?
She argues that this is because ‘for durational outside the scope of nega-
tion the preposition for is obligatory’ (p.413). Consequently, the follow-
ing sentence is acceptable, according to Mittwoch (1977):
(20) For how long did the princess not wake up?
Mittwoch’s observation suggests that as far as negated how-long ques-
tions are concerned, the relevant distinction is not between atelic (activ-
ity) and telic (achievement) predicates.
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Now consider the following examples:
(21) a. How long was he not in the room?
b. For how long was he not in the room?
Negated state predicates are fine in how-long questions with or without
for. It seems that the relevant contrast under negation is not between
atelic and telic predicates but between states and non-states.
This parallels with the fact regarding aidani-clauses in Japanese. A
more careful observation of English also suggests state and activity
predicate behave differently in English while-clauses. States are fine in
while-clauses whether they are negated or not.
(22) a. I did my homework while you were in the kitchen.
b. I did my homework while you were not in the kitchen.
Activity predicates, however, are degraded in while-clauses when ne-
gated in the simple tense, but are fine when progressivized.
(23) a. I did my homework while it rained.
b.?? I did my homework while it did not rain.
c. I did my homework while it was not raining.
The following examples from Sasahira (2006) also indicate that negated
non-state predicates are different from state predicates. State predicates
are incompatible with in-adverbials or the aspectual verb take. If ne-
gated predicates are states, they are expected to behave the same way.
(24) a.?? Peter stayed home in two days.
b. Peter didn’t go to school in two days.
(25) a.?? It took Mary few hours of struggle to sleep.
b. It took Peter two hours of a therapy to not to scratch his nose.
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The (b) examples show that the prediction is not borne out.
In considering facts about for-adverbials, we have observed the fol-
lowing two generalizations: (i) state and activity predicates behave simi-
larly and (ii) negated predicates behave like state/activity predicates (ir-
respective to their original predicate types). The data examined in this
section suggest that the generalizations are restricted to for-adverbials
and cannot be extended to other constructions. This means that the
compatibility with different predicate types is idiosyncratic to the se-
mantics of each lexical item. They also suggest that there is no natural
class that can be called as ‘negated predicates’: Not all negated predi-
cate behave similarly. In particular, negated states and negated non-
states are different and the semantics of negation should be transparent
to the classification of the original predicate types.
In the following section, I formalize the idea above and propose the
semantics of each lexical item.
3. A Proposal and Formal Semantics
Ontologically, I will assume the following:
(26) a. De＝the set of individuals
b. Dev＝the set of eventualities
(i) DE＝the set of events
(ii) DS＝the set of states
c. Di＝the set of intervals
d. Dt＝the set of truth values
I follow Rothstein (1999) and assume that events and states are onto-
logically different in that events are count eventualities while states are
mass eventualities. The set of eventualities are the union of the sets of
events and states. Unlike Rothstein (1999), who argues that all verbal
predicates in English, including be-predicate such as be-in-the-room and
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be-happy, denote count eventualities (events), I assume that Japanese
state predicates denote mass eventualities (states).
One of the criteria that Rothstein uses to distinguish count and
mass eventualities is the countability property. Events are in the count
domain and thus may be modified by counting adverbials such as three
times whereas states cannot. In Japanese, event predicates such as ha-
sir ‘run’ are compatible with a counting adverbial whereas state predi-
cates, whether they are verbal as in (27)b or adjectival as in (27)c, are
not.
(27) a. Taroo-ga san-kai hasit-ta
T-nom three-time run-past
‘Taro ran three times’
b.?? Taroo-ga san-kai heya-ni i-ta
T-nom three-time room-in be-past
‘Taro was in the room three times’
c.?? Taroo-ga san-kai yasasikat-ta
T-nom three-time kind-past
‘Taro was kind three times’
Based on this fact, I assume that state predicates denote sets of states
and event predicates such as activities, accomplishments, and achieve-
ments denote sets of events as exemplified
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below:
(28) a. states
[[heya-ni-i(ru) (be-in-the-room)]]＝λs∈Dev. [λx∈De. be-in-the-room(s)(x)]
b. events
[[hasir(u) (run)]]＝λe∈Dev. [λx∈De. run(e)(x)]
I propose the following semantics for negation:
────────────
2 I use variables s for states and e for events.
Kiyomi Kusumoto２９４
(29) [[na (neg)]]＝λP∈D＜ev,t＞. λev∈Dev. ¬∃ev’[P(ev’) & ev’⊆ev]
Negation takes properties of eventualities, whether they are states or
events, and gives back properties of eventualities of the same type. That
is, this semantics assures that negated states are states and negated
events are events.
The following examples show that negated events are countable in
the same way as their non-negated original events while negated states
are not.
(30) a. Taroo-ga san-kai hasir-nakat-ta
T-nom three-time run-neg-past
‘Taro did not run three times’
b.?? Taroo-ga san-kai heya-ni i-nakat-ta
T-nom three-time room-in be-neg-past
‘Taro was not in the room three times’
c.?? Taroo-ga san-kai yasasiku-nakat-ta
T-nom three-time kind-neg-past
‘Taro was not kind three times’
Now we are ready to account for the behavior of aida-ni in Japanese.
Recall that aida-ni-clauses are only compatible with state predicates,
but not with event ones, whether they are negated or not. To account
for this fact, I propose the following semantics:
(31) [[aida-ni]]＝λP∈D＜s,t＞. λt∈Di. ∃s [P(s) & t ⊆τ(
3
s)]
Aida-ni takes properties of states and gives back properties of times.
Since states and events are different entities, this lexical item simply
cannot combine with event predicates.
────────────
3 τ is a temporal trace function which gives for any eventuality its duration
time.
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Let us next turn to uti-ni in Japanese. Uti-ni is fine with states,
negated states and negated events in its complement clauses. It has
been argued that a distinction between two types of atelic predicates,
state and activity, is in their homogeneity properties. States are totally
homogeneous in that when they are true of an interval x, they are also
true of any subinterval of x, down to instants. Activities on the other
hand also have a subinterval property, but only down to intervals of
minimal size. Now, according to our semantics of negation, negated
predicates, whether they are state or event predicates, denote totally ho-
mogeneous eventualities, as shown below.
(32) a. [[Taroo-ga heya-ni i-na (Taroo not in-the-room)]]＝λs∈Dev. ¬∃
s’ [be-in-the-room(s)(Taro) & s’⊆s]
b. [[Taroo-ga hasir-ana (Taroo not run)]]＝λe∈Dev. ¬∃e’ [run(e)
(Taro) & e’⊆e]
I propose that the semantics of uti-ni is sensitive to this property, i.e.,
total homogeneity:
(33) [[uti-ni]]＝λP∈D＜ev,t＞. λt∈Di. ∃ev [P(ev) & t ⊆τ (ev) & [∀t’ ⊆τ
(ev) → ∃ev’[ev’⊆ev & P(ev’)]]]
Finally, we have the semantics of for-adverbial. This is sensitive to at-
elicity in the traditional sense.
(34) [[x-zikan]]＝λP∈D＜ev,t＞. λt∈Di. ∃ev [P(ev) & τ (ev)＝x & t ⊆τ (ev)
& ∃ev’[ev’⊆ev & P(ev’)]]
We have proposed the three-way distinction among what have been
called atelic predicates, summarized below:
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4. Two Previous Theories
There have been two approaches as to why negated telic predicates be-
have differently from their affirmative counterparts. One approach
claims that negation is a special aspectual operator which stativizes any
predicate types. Thus negated predicate behave like states. This is ar-
gued for in Verkuyl 1993, de Swart 1997 among others. The other ap-
proach denies the special status of negation, arguing that negation sim-
ply negates the existence of eventualities described (Moltman 1991,
Csirmaz 2008). I will call the former hypothesis the stativity hypothesis,
following Csirmaz 2008, and the latter one the traditional hypothesis.
Abstracting away from the details, the former approach roughly
translates the sentence John did not sleep into (35)a, where the sen-
tence asserts the existence of a certain state which contains no event of
John’s sleeping. The latter approach negates the existential quantifica-
tion over events of John’s sleeping, as in (35)b.
(35) a. ∃s［¬∃e[sleep(e)(John) & e⊆s & Past(s)]
b. ¬∃e[sleep(e)(John) & Past(e)]
Following Horn (1989), de Swart (1996) gave the following pieces of evi-
Vendler＋Negation Eventuality
types
Total
homogeneity
Homogeneity
(Telicity)
States
Negated states
States
Totally
homogeneous Homogeneous
(Atelic)
Negated Activities
Negated Accomplishments
Negated Achievements
EventsActivities
Not totally
homogeneous
Accomplishments Not
homogeneous
(Telic)Achievements
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dence for the stativity hypothesis. First, negated events can be the ante-
cedent of anaphoric pronouns.
(36) John did not ask Mary to dance at the party. It made her angry.
This is because negative sentences introduce a discourse referent, which
can be the antecedent of such pronouns. Second, negated events can
‘happen’.
(37) What happened next was that the consulate didn’t give us our visa.
Horn (1989) even argues based on the semantic similarity with the fol-
lowing example that negated event predicates sometimes behave like
event predicates.
(38) What happened next was that the consulate denied/held up our visa.
The last piece of evidence comes from the interaction with frequency ad-
verbs. de Swart claims that frequency adverbs may take scope over ne-
gation.
(39) a. He often hasn’t paid taxes.
b. He sometimes doesn’t eat dinner.
All these are unexpected if negative sentences simply denote the ab-
sence of events, arguing against the traditional hypothesis.
Our current proposal is void of these criticisms against the tradi-
tional hypothesis. Our proposal assumes that negative sentences intro-
duce existential quantification over eventualities and is similar in this
sense to the stativity hypothesis.
Proponents of the traditional hypothesis deny the stative nature of
negative sentences. Csirmaz (2008) gives two convincing arguments.
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First, state and non-state sentences differ in their interpretation in the
present tense form. Consider the following examples.
(40) a. Fred is sick.
b. Fred reads a book.
c. Fred is reading a book.
The state predicate in (40)a gives rise to an on-going interpretation;
Fred is sick at the very moment at which the sentence is uttered. Non-
state predicates on the other hand only have the so-called habitual in-
terpretation. Whether Fred is reading a book at the time of the utter-
ance is irrelevant to the truth or falsity of the sentence. The on-going
interpretation arises when the predicate is progressivized. It is in this
sense that the progressive form is often considered to be stative.
Negation, unlike the progressive operator, does not exhibit an on-
going interpretation.
(41) Fred does not read a book.
Just like its affirmative counterpart in (40)b, the truth of the sentence
does not imply that Fred is not reading a book at the utterance time.
Csirmaz’s second evidence comes from narrative structures.
(42) a. Melissa looked at Fred. He was asleep.
b. Melissa looked at Fred. He smiled.
c. Melissa looked at Fred. He was smiling.
When state predicates are used in narratives, they are given a simulta-
neous interpretation. That is, in (42)a, Fred was asleep at the time
Melissa looked at him. With non-states, the second event is understood
to follow the first event. In order to have the simultaneous interpreta-
tion, the progressive form must be used, as in (42)c.
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Now consider the negative sentence:
(43) Melissa looked at Fred. He did not smile.
The second sentence gives rise to the consecutive interpretation, sug-
gesting that negative non-state sentences do not pattern with state sen-
tences.
Our current proposal is similar to the stativity hypothesis in argu-
ing that negation does not simply deny the existence of relevant eventu-
alities but introduces new eventualities. The stativity hypothesis says
that those new eventualities are all stative, whereas our current pro-
posal claims that negation does not change types of predicates it modi-
fies. Thus, our semantics of negation keeps the state/event distinction,
and correctly predicts that negated events behave differently from
states.
Moltmann (1991) argues against the stativity hypothesis from dif-
ferent perspectives. The stativity hypothesis assumes that the negative
morpheme not operates on verb semantics, changing event-denoting
verb meanings into state-denoting ones. It does not seem to be tenable
to extend such an analysis to other forms of negation, however. Con-
sider the following examples:
(44) a. No boy went out of his house.
b. John never became sick.
No and never in these examples do not seem to operate on verb mean-
ings. Rather, no quantifies over individuals and never over time inter-
vals. Yet, the neutralizing effects are found with these examples.
(45) a. For several years no boy went out of his house.
b. For several years John never became sick.
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The following example also suggests the same point.
(46) For several years John did not swim often.
The most natural interpretation of this sentence is one in which nega-
tion takes scope over the quantifier often.
Again, these examples do not argue against our proposal. It is not
because negative sentences are stative that they can go with for-
adverbials. It is because the semantics of negation makes the constitu-
ent it modifies totally homogeneous and in effect compatible with for-
adverbials. This is true of any negative item such as no and never.
5. The Nature of the Negative Morpheme na- in Japanese
The adjectival nature of the negative morpheme na- has been observed
in the literature. First, the inflectional pattern of na- is the same of
that of predicative adjectives such as kanasi- ‘sad’, and is different from
that of verbs such as hasir- ‘run’.
(47) The inflectional paradigm of negation, adjectives, and verbs
Given this morphological similarity, it is natural that we expect to find
semantic and syntactic similarities in adjectival and negative sentences
in Japanese. In fact, Sasahira (2006) argues that negative sentences se-
mantically pattern with state sentences with respect to the modal auxil-
iary soo-da. Soo-da takes both finite and infinitive forms. When taking
Root Non-past Past -ta
Infinitive
(continuative)
Conditional
na- na-i nak-kat-ta na-ku na-ker-eba
kanasi- kanasi-i kanasi-kat-ta kanasi-ku kanasi-ker-eba
hasir- hasir-u hasit-ta hasir-i hasir-eba
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finite forms, soo-da means ‘(I) heard that’. In this sense, whether the
complement of soo-da is a verb or an adjective does not make a differ-
ence.
(48) a. John-wa hasir-u/ta soo-da
J-top run-pres/past so-cop
‘(I) heard that John will run/ran’
b. John-wa uresi-i/kat-ta soo-da
J-top happy-pres/past so-cop
‘(I) heard that John is/was happy’
When taking non-finite forms, verbs＋soo-da means ‘about to’ whereas
adjectives＋soo-da means ‘seem-to’, according to Sasahira.
(49) a. John-wa hasir-i soo-da
J-top run-cont so-cop
‘John is about to run’
b. John-wa uresi soo-da
J-top happy so-cop
‘John seems to be happy’
Sasahira argues that what makes this distinction is the difference in
stativity in that state predicates including derived ones such as progres-
sives are only compatible with soo-da in the sense of ‘seem to’ but not in
the sense of ‘about to’. The following examples do not have a ‘about to’
reading:
(50) a. John-wa heya-ni i soo-da
J-top room-in be so-cop
‘John seems to be in the room’
b. John-wa hasit-tei soo-da
J-top run-TEI so-cop
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‘John seems to be running’
Negated predicates behave in the same way as state predicates in that
they only have a ‘seem to’ reading:
(51) John-wa hasir-ana soo-da
J-top run-neg so-cop
‘John seems to not run’
Here I’d like to point out the following two facts. First, the ‘soo-da’ test
may not be the right one to compare adjectives and verbs. Consider the
sentences (49) again, repeated here as (52):
(52) a. John-wa hasir-i soo-da
J-top run-cont so-cop
‘John is about to run’
b. John-wa uresi soo-da
J-top happy so-cop
‘John seems to be happy’
The verb hasir-i to which soo-da attaches to is in its infinitive form
whereas the adjective uresi is in its root form. Now look at the following
examples:
(53) a. John-ni-wa zikan-ga na-i
J-dat-top time-nom exist-pres
‘John does not have time’
b. John-ni-wa zikan-ga na-*(sa)-soo-da
J-dat-top time-nom exist-SA-so-cop
‘John does not seem to have time’
When the negative morpheme na -alone is used in the soo-da construc-
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tion, the morpheme sa must be inserted in between for grammaticality.
Next compare the negated verb and adjective forms in this con-
struction. The insertion of sa is optional with negated verbs whereas it
is obligatory with negated adjectives.
(54) a. John-wa hasir-ana-(sa) soo-da
J-top run-neg-(SA) so-cop
‘John seems to not run’
b. John-wa uresi-ku-na-*(sa) soo-da
J-top happy-KU-neg-SA so-cop
‘John seems to be happy’
The morphological and semantic status of this sa morpheme is not
clear, but the data above show that negated verbs and adjectives do not
exhibit the exact parallelism we expect.
The following examples also show the same point. The gerundive
form V-te when followed by yoi ‘good’ expresses the meaning of the de-
ontic may in English, as in (55)a. The verb in the V-te form is in its root
form. When the verb is negated, two different forms may be used. One
is to use the infinitive form of the negative morpheme na- followed- by
te yoi. The other is to use the non-past form followed by -de
4
yoi. Both
(55)b and (55)c roughly mean the same.
(55) a. hasit-te yoi
run-TE good
‘(You) may run’
b. hasir-ana-ku-te yoi
run-neg-KU-TE good
‘(You) don’t have to run’
────────────
4 The -de morpheme is often considered to be an allophonic variant of the
gerundive -te. It appears, for instance, in the progressive construction -te
iru, as in hasit-te-iru (be running) vs. nayan-de-iru (be worrying).
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c. hasir-ana-i-de yoi
run-neg-pres-DE good
‘(You) don’t have to run’
When adjectives are in this -te yoi construction, only the infinitive form
＋te yoi but not the non-past form＋de yoi may be used in their nega-
tive forms.
(56) a. taka-ku-te yoi
expensive-KU-TE good
‘It’s ok that (it) is expensive’
b. taka-ku-na-ku-te yoi
expensive-KU-neg-KU-TE good
‘It doesn’t have to be expensive’
c.* taka-ku-na-i-de yoi
expensive-KU-neg-pres-DE good
All these are not conclusive but suggest that behaviors of the negative
morpheme are not uniform and depend on the category of items it at-
taches to.
6. A Note on Until -Phrases
The behaviors of until -phrases are often considered to parallel that of
for-adverbials. They are compatible with atelic predicates but not with
telic ones.
(57) a. John was asleep until nine.
b. John slept until nine.
c.* John wrote the letter until nine.
d.* John arrived until nine.
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They also exhibit the neutralizing effect under negation.
(58) a. John was not asleep until nine.
b. John did not sleep until nine.
c. John did not write the letter until nine.
d. John did not arrive until nine.
I intentionally avoided discussing data with until -phrases until this sec-
tion, since there have been convincing arguments showing that the neu-
tralizing effect observed in the above examples is only apparent (Kart-
tunen 1974, Giannakidou 1992 among others).
Karttunen (1974) argues that the English until is lexically ambigu-
ous between one that is sensitive to the atelicity of predicates it modi-
fies, as in (57), and the other that is a negative polarity item (NPI), as
in (58). One piece of evidence Karttunen presents is what we may call
‘actualization implications’. Sentences with until -phrases generally in-
vite an implication that the relevant event takes place at the relevant
time. For instance, both in (59) and (60), the (a) sentences imply the (b)
sentences respectively.
(59) a. He slept until noon.
b. He woke up at (or a little after) noon.
(60) a. He didn’t arrive until noon.
b. He arrived at (or a little after) noon.
There is, however, a considerable difference in the cancellability of the
implications. The one in the affirmative example may be cancellable,
while that in the negative one is not. This creates the following differ-
ence.
(61) a.# She didn’t get married until she died.
b. She remained a spinster until she died.
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The (a) example invites an inference that she got married at the time of
her death, and results in inconsistency.
If Karttunen is right in that until used in negative sentences is an
NPI and hence in the scope of negation, the data is irrelevant to our
current discussion. The NPI until is not sensitive to the atelicity of
predicates and tell us nothing about the stativity of negated predicates.
Kusumoto (1997) observes that Japanese made ‘until’ exhibit differ-
ent behaviors than its English counterpart. Crucially, it does not intro-
duce actualization implications. Consider the following examples:
(62) a. kanozyo-wa sin-u-made kekkon-si-nakat-ta.
she-top die-pres-until marry-do-neg-past
‘She didn’t get married until she died’
b. kanozyo-wa sin-u-made dokusin-dat-ta.
she-top die-pres-until spinster-cop-past
‘She was a spinster until she died’.
Unlike English, both sentences are fine, showing that made whether it
is in affirmative and negative contexts, does not invite an unwelcome
inference. Based on this and other facts, Kusumoto (1997) concludes
that Japanese made is unambiguous.
If the neutralizing effect is observed in Japanese, it is not just ap-
parent, but shows that negation affects the stativity of predicates it
modifies. The following examples in fact show that it is the case. Japa-
nese made is similar to English until in that it is only compatible with
atelic predicates.
(63) a. Hanako-wa ku-zi-made ie-ni i-ta.
H-top nine-o’clock-until house-at be-past
‘Hanako was home until nine’
b. Hanako-wa ku-zi-made nemut-ta.
H-top nine-o’clock-until sleep-past
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‘Hanako slept until nine’
c.* Hanako-wa kyonen-made ie-o tate-ta.
H-top last_year-until house-acc build-past
‘(Lit) Hanako built a house until last year’
d.* Hanako-wa ku-zi-made eki-ni tui-ta.
H-top nine-o’clock-until station-at arrive-past
‘(Lit) Hanako arrived at the station until nine’
The neutralizing effect of the negation is also found in made-phrases.
The (c) and (d) sentences become acceptable when negated:
(64) a. Hanako-wa kyonen-made ie-o tate-nakat-ta.
H-top last_year-until house-acc build-neg-past
‘Hanako did not build a house until last year’
b. Hanako-wa ku-zi-made eki-ni tuka-nakat-ta.
H-top nine-o’clock-until station-at arrive-neg-past
‘Hanako did not arrive at the station until nine’
The data above show that made-phrases behave similarly to for-
adverbials in that they are sensitive to homogeneity of the predicates
they modify. The following semantics gives us the right results.
(65) [[x-made]]＝λP∈D＜ev,t＞. λt∈Di. ∃ev [P(ev) & x is the right bound-
ary of τ (ev) & t ⊆τ (ev) & ∃ev’[ev’⊆ev & P(ev’)]]
7. Concluding remarks
It has been argued or assumed that negated predicates behave similarly
irrespective of their original predicate types. In this article, I have
shown that not all negated predicates are the same and proposed the
three-way distinction among atelic predicates based on their semantic
properties and that different adverbials are sensitive to different proper-
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ties. I have also proposed a new semantics of negation, which I believe
have overcome inadequacies of two previous theories.
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